
CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-377 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
501-01:  Comment noted. 
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501-02: The Haverstraw Bay alignment, under which the 
transmission line would have continued in the Hudson River 
through Haverstraw Bay rather than transition to land at Stony 
Point and continue to Clarkstown, was initially proposed by the 
Applicant in its 2010 amended Presidential permit application, but 
was not included in the Joint Proposal or in the NYSPSC 
Certificate issued for the proposed CHPE Project (see response to 
Comment 105-02).  Therefore, this previously proposed component 
is not part of the proposed CHPE Project route as approved in the 
NYSPSC Certificate, and was not analyzed in the EIS.  There could 
be impacts resulting from installation of the proposed CHPE 
Project outside of Haverstraw Bay, which the transmission line 
would bypass on land.  Some of these non-significant impacts 
would include localized disruptions to river traffic, short-term 
decreased water quality, and sediment disturbance.  There is also 
potential for non-significant effects on individual aquatic species, 
including federally listed and state-listed species, which could 
result from habitat degradation/loss and exposure to noise/vibration 
and hazardous materials.   
501-03:  According to the NYSPSC Certificate, the Applicant 
would develop more detailed route plans that take into account site-
specific factors such as utility locations.  DOE has relied on route 
mapping prepared in support of the NYSPSC Article VII process to 
prepare this EIS (see Section 2.3.1 of the EIS).  DOE believes the 
maps and plans provided during the project development stage 
provide a suitable level of information to allow appropriate 
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed CHPE Project. 
501-04:  The proposed CHPE Project would result in beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts, including short- and long-term job 
creation, electricity cost savings (see response to Comment 133-
09), and increased tax receipts and revenue.  Spending associated 
with construction (e.g., purchase of building materials, construction 
workers’ wages, and purchases of goods and services) would 
temporarily increase tax receipts and retail revenues, and the 
Applicant would pay fees to New York State agencies and 
municipalities for use of public lands and taxes to local 
municipalities for the project facilities that are taxable as real 
property. 
501-05:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
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501-06: The goal of the proposed CHPE Project is to provide 
1,000 megawatts (MW) of electricity to the New York City 
markets and to improve the stability of the electrical grid serving 
New York City.  According to modeling conducted by the 
NYSDPS, ratepayer benefits would average approximately $405 
million to $720 million per year. 
501-07:  As identified in Section 5.1.18 of the EIS, the proposed 
CHPE Project would call on specialized workers for direct and 
indirect jobs; however, most jobs would be direct, non-specialized, 
temporary jobs during the construction phase of the project, which 
is estimated to take approximately 4 years.  The number of jobs 
needed for construction would vary based on the part of the 
transmission line being constructed, with the average number of 
direct jobs being 300 at a time.  Direct construction jobs could peak 
at as much as 420 during some portions of construction.  There 
would also be indirect jobs generated throughout New York as a 
result of the proposed CHPE project.  The indirect jobs associated 
with this project would include persons providing vegetation 
maintenance services and utility contractors for potential 
emergency repairs.  As many as five permanent jobs per segment 
(as many as 21 in the New York City Metropolitan Area Segment) 
would be created as a result of this project as well.  These jobs 
would be primarily administrative in nature and would be required 
for the commercial operation of the transmission line.  Because the 
total number of jobs that would be generated from this project is 
not expected to be significant, the existing workforces within the 
Lake Champlain, Hudson River, Overland and New York City 
Metropolitan Area Segments would be adequate to meet the 
demands.   
501-08:  The terrestrial portion of the transmission line would be 
underground and not visible along the perimeter of properties; 
therefore, its presence would not generally result in a negative 
impact on private property values.  Easement payments to 
landowners would compensate landowners for any access or use 
restrictions placed on private properties and would offset any 
potential impacts on property values.  The Applicant would also 
pay for any land restoration costs associated with construction and 
any emergency repairs that might be required.  See Section 5.3.18 
of the EIS for the discussion of property values within the 
terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment. 
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501-09:  Construction of the proposed CHPE Project within the 
Hudson River Segment would result in short-term impacts on 
visual and aesthetic resources from the presence of construction 
equipment and activities along the project route.  As described in 
Section 2.4.3 of the EIS, the Applicant would use HDD techniques 
to avoid disrupting the surface features of the landscape, where 
necessary.  For more information on the visual impacts of the 
proposed CHPE Project, see EIS Section 5.3.11. 
 
501-10:  See response to Comment 501-04. 
 
501-11:  Agreements between CSX and the Applicant are subject 
to any applicable Federal and state regulations.  As discussed in 
EIS Section 5.2.1, the siting of the transmission line in the State of 
New York, including the possible use of eminent domain, is within 
the purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New York 
State Public Service Law.  The NYSPSC has authorized the 
Applicant the right to use eminent domain for this project, if 
required. 
 
501-12:  The proposed CHPE Project would result in beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts, including short- and long-term job 
creation, electricity cost savings, and increased tax receipts and 
revenue.  Spending associated with construction (e.g., purchase of 
building materials, construction workers’ wages, and purchases of 
goods and services) would temporarily increase tax receipts and 
revenue, and the Applicant would pay fees to New York State 
agencies and municipalities for use of public lands and taxes to 
local municipalities on the transmission system facilities that are 
taxable as real property.  See response to Comment 501-07 for jobs 
created as a result of this project. 
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502-01:  See response to Comment 303-01. 
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503-01:  Comment noted. 
 
503-02:  Production of energy within the United States is not 
within the scope of this EIS.  The purpose of this EIS is to analyze 
impacts on New York State, and local municipalities, including the 
Towns of Haverstraw and Stony Point, as a result of the proposed 
CHPE Project.     
 
503-03:  The upgrading of existing utility lines and production of 
locally generated power for Rockland County is not within the 
scope of this EIS. 
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504-01:  Comment noted. 
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504-02:  DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the public 
about the planned public hearings (see response to Comment 109-
02).  See response to Comment 703-07 for more information 
regarding notifications of public hearings. 
 
Section 5.3 of the EIS provides a full analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts associated with installing and operating the 
proposed buried transmission line in the Hudson River and 
Rockland County. 
 
504-03:  Potential environmental impacts on aquatic and terrestrial 
habitats and species, including threatened and endangered species, 
are discussed in Sections 5.3.4, 5.3.5, 5.3.6, and 5.3.7 of the EIS. 
 
504-04:  Sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.15 of the EIS provide analyses of 
the potential impacts of disturbing contaminated sediments during 
installation activities, and Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of the EIS 
discusses the potential impacts of sediment disturbance on aquatic 
habitats and species, including threatened and endangered species. 
 
504-05:  DOE provided a 45-day public review period for the Draft 
EIS starting November 1, 2013, which was extended for an 
additional 30 days and ended on January 15, 2014.  Verbal 
comments could be provided at any of four public hearings for the 
Draft EIS.  Written comments could be submitted through the 
CHPE EIS Web site or via mail, email, or fax.  DOE conducted 
four public hearings for the Draft EIS, including one in Stony 
Point, New York on November 18, 2013.  Other public hearing 
locations were Queens, Albany, and Plattsburgh in New York. 
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504-06:  Comment noted.  The use of local electric power 
generating stations and development of in-state electric power 
generation is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
504-07:  See first paragraph of the response to Comment 504-02 
and response to Comment 504-05. 
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601-01:  Comment noted. 
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601-02:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

 
601-03:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
601-04:  Comment noted.  Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIS (i.e., the 
Applicant’s New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program 
Consistency Assessment Form and Coastal Zone Consistency 
Assessment Supplemental Information submitted as part of the 
CWA Section 404 Permit Application) incorrectly stated that the 
portion of the transmission line that travels along the Bronx 
Kill/New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) rail 
yards is not a Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (SMIA).  
However, this area is correctly identified as an SMIA in Section 
3.4.1 of the Draft EIS.  The proposed CHPE Project would be 
consistent with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization 
Program (WRP).   
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601-05:  During underwater cable installation, there would be 
associated increased vessel activity within the Harlem and East 
rivers.  The immediate area around active construction would be 
temporarily unavailable for recreational uses.  However, access to 
some recreational resources would be maintained during the days 
that construction activities would be in the vicinity, such as the 
boathouse at Sherman Creek Park.  For the terrestrial portion of the 
transmission line, it would be buried underground and within city 
streets between the Astoria and Rainey substations.  During 
terrestrial installation, equipment used for removal of pavements, 
trench excavation, and cable installation could result in a temporary 
reduction in the number of traffic lanes available along local 
roadways accessing recreational facilities along the transmission 
line route.  Terrestrial construction activities could be carried out in 
the tourism and recreation off-season winter months, which would 
avoid or minimize potential impacts.  See Section 5.4.13 of the EIS 
for more information. 
 
601-06:  The EIS discusses potential impacts on the Queens East 
River & North Shore Greenway Master Plan in Section 6.1.2.1 and 
reports that the proposed CHPE Project is consistent with the plan.  
The CHPE transmission line would be located on ConEd property 
or buried under city streets in Queens, and, therefore, would not be 
anticipated to have an impact on the Queens East River & North 
Shore Greenway Master Plan.   
 
601-07:  As routed, the CHPE transmission line would not cross 
any wetlands in the New York City Metropolitan Area Segment.  
There are NYSDEC tidal wetlands and adjacent areas associated 
with the Harlem and East rivers that are present within the ROI; 
however, no impacts on NYSDEC tidal wetlands would be 
anticipated to occur because the transmission line would be 
installed within the riverbeds or on land where it would not cross 
wetlands (see Section 5.4.8 of the EIS).  In areas where the 
transmission line transitions from water to land or vice versa, 
restoration of the area would be completed after backfilling for the 
cable has been completed.  Appropriate BMPs would also be 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-391 

implemented, where necessary (see Section 5.4.3 of the EIS).   
 
601-08:  As discussed in Sections 5.3.3 and 5.5.3 of the EIS and 
similar sections, the proposed CHPE Project transmission line and 
cooling stations would all be designed to withstand any flooding 
events that occur within a Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) 100-year floodplain.  The New York City Metropolitan 
Area Segment would include the cables being buried underground 
(including in the Harlem and East rivers).  The cooling station 
located at MP 331 in the Bronx would be constructed within a 100-
year floodplain.  This cooling station and the HVDC Converter 
Station and associated facilities would be designed to avoid flood 
damage by raising the first floor above the base flood elevation.  
The Final EIS includes a Floodplain Statement of Findings as an 
appendix (Appendix S) that reflects this analysis.  Data from the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and New York 
State are used to analyze the impacts of this project on climate 
change. 
 
601-09:  Comment noted. 
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602-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
602-02:  See response to Comment 121-03.  Also see Section 
5.3.10 of the EIS for analysis of potential impacts on historic 
resources. 
 
 
 
602-03:  The primary goal of the proposed CHPE Project is to 
provide electrical energy to the New York City metropolitan area 
market.  The proposed CHPE Project would result in lower 
wholesale electricity prices, reductions in emissions, greater energy 
supply diversity, and increased energy supply capability.  Power 
generated in Canada would be primarily hydroelectric and wind 
power.  The use of local electric power generating stations and 
development of in-state electric power generation is not within the 
scope of this EIS. 
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602-04:  See response to 504-02. 
 
 
602-05:  See response to Comment 504-03. 
 
 
602-06:  See response to Comment 504-04. 
 
 
 
602-07:  See response to Comment 504-05. 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-394 

 
 
 
 
602-08:  See response to Comment 504-06. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

602-09:  See response to Comment 504-07. 
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701-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
701-02:  Potential impacts of the proposed CHPE Project on 
navigation were addressed in the Draft EIS in the Chapter 5 
subsection addressing Transportation and Traffic.  Specifically, the 
analysis of vessel safety and navigation on the Hudson River is in 
Section 5.3.2 of the EIS.  The USACE and USCG are cooperating 
agencies in the preparation of the EIS, and their contributions to the 
review of the proposed project help ensure vessel safety. 
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701-03:  The transmission line route alignment evaluated in the EIS 
has been developed by the Applicant in consultation with various 
stakeholders, including the USACE, NYSPSC, NYSDEC, and the 
New York State Coastal Zone Management Program.  If specific 
issues with port facilities are subsequently identified, they would be 
addressed through the NYSPSC. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
701-04: Potential impacts from vessel-anchoring activities are 
presented in Section 5.3.2 of EIS and reflect those concerns raised 
in the comment. 
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701-05:  In accordance with Condition 161 of the Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility and Public Need issued by the 
NYSPSC, the Applicant would conduct an immediate post-
installation survey of the submerged cables to determine its actual 
location and burial depth to confirm that the required burial depths 
have been met and conduct associated follow-on surveys every 5 
years.  If the required burial depths are not achieved, a remedial 
plan for achieving the required burial depths must be submitted. 
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702-01:  Comment noted. 
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703-01:  Comment noted. 
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703-02:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
703-03:  See response to Comment 101-03. 
 
 
 

 
 
703-04:  Comment noted. 
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703-05: See response to Comment 303-01.  The availability of 
intervener funds from the developer is outside the scope of this 
EIS. 
703-06:  Locations selected for the public hearings were based on a 
number of criteria including proximity to the proposed project 
route, number of people able to be accommodated at each location, 
accessibility to the public, and coordination support available from 
the staff of the facility chosen.  The hearing location in Queens, 
which was just over 1 mile away from the proposed transmission 
line corridor, was chosen because of its ability to accommodate 
greater than 100 people and its greater accessibility to public 
transportation than other possible hearing locations in New York 
City.  Other potential locations directly in the impacted community 
could not accommodate this attendance level.  The hearing at Stony 
Point Center was held there because of the Stony Point Center’s 
location in the Town of Stony Point, available staff from the 
facility to guarantee access and support setup of the room, its 
proximity to the proposed transmission line corridor, and its ability 
to host up to 250 meeting attendees.  To reduce clustering of 
attendees near the room entrance, all attendees were offered the 
opportunity to enter the room and occupy open seats.  
Approximately 215 people were present at the meeting.  The Stony 
Point Center had adequate parking for hearing attendees and is a 
well-known location within the town. 
703-07:  Public notification of the public hearing at Stony Point 
Center was provided through various methods including notice on 
the CHPE EIS Web site; a Federal Register notice published on 
November 11, 2013; USACE public notices posted in October 
2013; and notices printed in local Rockland County newspapers 
(Rockland County Times on November 7, 2013; the Journal News 
on November 4, 2013; and the Times Record on November 4, 
2013).  More than 400 printed copies of the Draft EIS, CD copies 
of the Draft EIS, or letters announcing the availability of the Draft 
EIS were mailed out to people who signed up during the EIS 
scoping period in 2010 or were added to the DOE coordination list 
through a variety of other avenues.  Appendix P of the Final EIS 
identifies all the notifications associated with the public hearings 
for the Draft EIS that occurred. 

703-05

703-06

703-07

703-08

703-09

703-10
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703-08: See response to Comment 109-03.
703-09:  Waldron Cemetery would be surveyed for cultural 
resources, during which the exact boundaries of the cemetery 
would be determined and any resources in the Area of Potential 
Effects would be evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  Ground-
disturbing activities would be avoided in the vicinity of the 
cemetery to the extent practicable.  If these activities are 
unavoidable, appropriate mitigation would be implemented in 
accordance with the CRMP being developed for the CHPE Project 
in coordination with the New York SHPO.  The CRMP would 
identify measures to address adverse effects on historic properties.  
HDD technology would be used, where appropriate, to drill under 
potential cultural resources so they would not be disturbed. 
703-10:  The CHPE EIS was developed cooperatively among 
multiple Federal and state agencies to address the potential impacts 
of issuing the Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project.  
Two of the Federal agencies involved in the preparation of the EIS 
are the DOE, the lead agency, and the USACE, a cooperating 
agency.  The DOE is responsible for reviewing the Presidential 
permit application for the proposed CHPE Project and determining 
whether or not to grant the Presidential Permit.  The USACE is 
responsible for maintaining and protecting waterways and wetlands 
of the United States, and, as such, reviewing the Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the CWA 
permit applications submitted by the Applicant for the proposed 
CHPE Project.  The USACE participated in hosting the public 
hearings for the Draft EIS to gather information and receive public 
comments to assist in their review of the Applicant’s Section 10 
and Section 404 permit applications.  For comments relating to any 
waterway impacts or wetlands impacts, commenters have been and 
will continue to be encouraged to submit comments to the USACE 
while any comments on the EIS itself should be submitted to DOE.  
At the Draft EIS hearing in Stony Point, a posterboard was 
displayed that illustrated the route alignment in the vicinity of 
Stony Point.  This posterboard illustrated the terrestrial portion of 
the route where it bypasses Haverstraw Bay.  Other posterboards 
(divided into segments for ease of presentation) showed the entire 
proposed transmission line corridor through New York State. 
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703-11:  Comment noted.  The source of the electric power to be 
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project and the possible 
development of in-state power generation is outside the scope of 
the EIS.  NYSPSC identified in their Certificate issued for the 
proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that “the Project would serve 
the public interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the 
reliability of the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] 
reduce wholesale market prices.”  See response to Comment 501-
07 and Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created 
by the proposed CHPE Project. 
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704-01:  See response to Comment 137-01. 

 
 
704-02:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 101-02 and 
Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created by the 
proposed CHPE Project. 
 
704-03:  See response to Comment 137-03. 
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704-04:  Comment noted. 
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704-05:  See responses to Comments 501-07 and 703-11, and 
Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created by the 
proposed CHPE Project. 
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705-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
705-02:  See response to Comment 102-02. 
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705-03:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
705-04:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
705-05:  See response to Comment 102-05. 
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706-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
706-02:  See response to Comment 102-02. 
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706-03: Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
706-04:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
706-05:  See response to Comment 102-05. 
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707-01:   See response to Comment 103-01. 

 
 
707-02:  See response to Comment 103-02. 
 
 
 
707-03:   See response to Comment 103-03. 
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708-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
708-02:  NYSPSC identified in their Certificate issued in April 
2013 for the proposed CHPE Project that “the Project would serve 
the public interest, convenience and necessity” and “increase the 
reliability of the Bulk Power System in New York City [and] 
reduce wholesale market prices.”  See response to Comment 101-
02 and Sections S.8.18 and 5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs created 
by the proposed CHPE Project. 
 
708-03:  Comment noted.  The proposed CHPE Project would not 
prevent development of other projects.  However, as presented in 
Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and need for DOE’s 
Proposed Action is to decide whether or not to issue a Presidential 
permit for the proposed transmission line crossing the U.S./Canada 
international border (i.e., proposed CHPE Project).  Continued 
operation of, repowering of, or development of other in-state power 
sources, or development of new transmission capacity is not the 
subject of the application for a Presidential permit and, therefore, is 
outside the scope of the EIS. 
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708-04:  The cost of the proposed CHPE Project is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
708-05:  As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the economics of the 
proposed CHPE Project and potential impact on ratepayers were 
evaluated as part of the NYSPSC Article VII review process.  
Independent modeling conducted by the NYSDPS projected that 
ratepayer benefits in the New York Control Area would total 
approximately $405 million to $720 million per year. 
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708-06:  See response to Comment 708-02.  Additionally, to ensure 
adequate reliability, the proposed CHPE Project would comply 
with the applicable reliability criteria of NYSPSC, New York 
Power Authority (NYPA), NYISO, and the New York State 
Reliability Council (NYSRC). 
 
 

 
 
 
708-07:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 708-02. 
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708-08:  The proposed CHPE Project is consistent with the goals 
identified in the New York Energy Highway Blueprint because it 
was designed to increase electric power supply capacity and 
reliability, and decrease transmission congestion in the New York 
State Bulk Power System (NYSBPS). 

 

 
 
708-09:  Comment noted. 
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708-10:  See responses to Comments 708-02, 708-03, and 708-05. 
 
 
 
 
708-11:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
 
708-12:  See response to Comment 708-03. 
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709-01:  See response to Comment 137-01. 
 
 
 
 
709-02:  Comment noted.  Also see response to Comment 101-02. 
 
 
709-03:  See response to Comment 137-03. 
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709-04:  Comment noted. 
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709-05:  See response to Comment 303-01.  The availability of 
intervener funds from the developer is outside the scope of this 
EIS. 
 
709-06:  See response to Comment 703-06. 
 
 
709-07:  See response to Comment 703-07. 
 
709-08:  See response to Comment 109-03. 
 

709-09:  See response to Comment 703-09. 
 
709-10:  See response to Comment 703-10. 
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709-11:  See response to Comment 703-11. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-427 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-428 

 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-429 

 
 
 
 
710-01:  The December 2013 issue of Solidarity Notes, official 
publication of the Solidarity Committee of the Capital District and 
New York Solidarity, was received and entered into the project 
record. 
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711-01:  The Summer 2013 issue of Citizens' Environmental 
Coalition Newsletter: Toxics in Your Community was received and 
entered into the project record. 
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Comment 712 was submitted by Jürgen Wekerle (Sierra Club) at 
the Public Hearing on the proposed CHPE Project Draft EIS in 
Albany, New York, on November 18, 2013.  See Comment 139 for 
Jürgen Wekerle’s (Sierra Club) comments from the Public Hearing. 
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712-01:  The following Sierra Club, Atlantic Chapter letter, 
comments, and map are from the 2010 EIS scoping period and do 
not reflect the currently proposed CHPE Project as was analyzed in 
the Draft EIS.  The proposed CHPE Project would be a merchant 
transmission facility that would provide electricity, generated in 
Canada primarily from hydroelectric and wind sources, to the New 
York City metropolitan area market.  See response to Comment 
139-06 regarding a potential converter station in Albany.  The other 
components of this comment letter are noted.  As stated in the 
response to Comment 139-18, these scoping comments were 
considered during development of the EIS.  The comments raised 
have been either addressed in Section 2.5 of the EIS (Alternatives 
Analysis) or regard use of conservation, demand management, or 
other power generation sources; and development of other in-state 
electric power sources or other transmission lines, which are 
outside the scope of the EIS. 
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713-01:  Comment noted. 
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714-01:  Comment noted. 
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715-01:  See response to Comment 101-02 and Sections S.8.18 and 
5.1.18 of the EIS regarding jobs.   
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716-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 

 
 
716-02:  See response to Comment 701-02. 
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716-03:  See response to Comment 701-03. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
716-04:  See response to Comment 701-04. 
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716-05:  See response to Comment 701-05. 
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717-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 

 
 
717-02:  See response to Comment 701-02. 
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717-03:  See response to Comment 701-03. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
717-04:  See response to Comment 701-04. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
717-05:  See response to Comment 701-05. 
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718-01:  DOE followed accepted practices in notifying the public 
about the availability of the Draft EIS and the planned public 
hearings.  No special accommodation requests were submitted in 
advance of the hearings.  DOE conducted public outreach to all 
communities along the proposed CHPE Project route.  Public 
notification of the public hearing in Rockland County was provided 
through various methods including on the CHPE EIS Web site and 
notices published in the Federal Register; USACE public notice, 
and newspaper notices (Rockland County Times on November 7, 
2013; Journal News on November 4, 2013; and the Times Record 
on November 4, 2013).  More than 400 paper copies of the EIS, or 
copies on CDs, were also mailed out to people who signed up to be 
on the EIS distribution list during the EIS scoping period in 2010 or 
were added to the list through a variety of other avenues.  Appendix 
P of the Final EIS identifies all the public comment period and 
public hearing notifications associated with the Draft EIS that were 
provided by DOE. 
 
718-02:  The World Health Organization, DOE, and National 
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) have not 
identified any known health effects from the level of 
electromagnetic field (EMF) exposure that would be associated with 
the proposed CHPE transmission line; therefore, impacts from 
magnetic fields are not expected from operation of the proposed 
CHPE Project.  The Draft EIS addresses potential health and safety 
impacts associated with the installation and operation of the 
transmission line (see Sections 3.1.14.1, 5.1.14, and other similar 
sections of the EIS).   
 
718-03:  See response to Comment 121-03 regarding the cultural 
sites and response to Comment 105-04 regarding the transmission 
line crossing properties with homes. 
 
718-04:  The Haverstraw Bay alignment, under which the 
transmission line would have been installed in the Hudson River 
through Haverstraw Bay rather than on land, was initially proposed 
by the Applicant in its 2010 Article VII application to the NYSPSC. 
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Based on consultations with regulatory agencies and various 
stakeholders, including the NYSDEC and the New York State 
Coastal Zone Management Program, a modified route was selected 
for approval as part of the NYSPSC Certificate of Environmental 
Compatibility and Public Need and the Coastal Zone Management 
Consistency Determination issued for the proposed CHPE Project.  
Therefore, this previously proposed component is not part of the 
proposed CHPE Project route as approved in the NYSPSC 
Certificate, and was not analyzed in the Draft EIS. 
 
The plan to limit underwater installation activities to certain times 
of the year is designed to avoid life-cycle or migratory impacts on 
aquatic species in the project area.  At the Town of Stony Point, the 
proposed CHPE Project would exit the Hudson River for 
approximately 8 miles (13 km) in Rockland County to avoid 
impacts on Haverstraw Bay and the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH.  The 
intent was to have no underwater installation activities in 
Haverstraw Bay at any time of the year. 
 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-480 

 

 

719-01:  Installation and operation of the CHPE transmission line 
is directly aligned with the goals outlined in the New York Energy 
Highway Blueprint.  Implementing the project would mean that 
New York State would have a greater percentage of its supply 
capacity from clean energy sources.  Also, the increase in power 
supply (i.e., approximately 1,000 MW and 7,640 gigawatt hours 
[GWh] per year added to the New York City metropolitan area 
market) would help satisfy the growing demand for electricity in 
the state.  More details on the benefits associated with the proposed 
CHPE Project are provided in Sections 5.4.12 and 5.4.16 of the 
EIS.  Construction of new power generating facilities is not within 
the scope of this EIS.  See response to Comment 101-02 regarding 
jobs.   

719-02:  As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIS, the economics of the 
proposed CHPE Project and potential impact on ratepayers was 
evaluated as part of the NYSPSC Article VII review process.  
Independent modeling conducted by the NYSDPS projected that 
ratepayer benefits in the New York Control Area would total 
approximately $405 million to $720 million per year.   

The New York State electricity market is regulated by the NYSPSC 
and the NYISO.  The pricing mechanisms for power purchases in 
the New York State electricity market are not the subject of this 
EIS.   Cost-benefit analysis conducted by the Applicant determined 
that residents and businesses would experience cost savings from 
the annual reductions in wholesale energy market prices that would 
occur throughout the state as a result of the proposed CHPE 
Project’s impact on electricity rates.  See Section 5.1.18 of the EIS 
for additional information. 
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719-03:  See response to Comment 719-02. 

 

719-02

719-03
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720-01:  As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and 
need for the DOE’s action is to decide whether or not to issue a 
Presidential permit for the proposed transmission line crossing of 
the U.S./Canada international border.  Continued operation of, or 
development of, other new in-state power sources or transmission 
lines is not the subject of the application for a Presidential permit 
and is outside the scope of this EIS.  In addition, as presented in 
Section 2.5.3 of the EIS, conservation, demand management, or use 
of other power generation sources by themselves were not 
considered reasonable alternatives to the proposed CHPE Project 
and were not evaluated in detail in the EIS. 
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721-01:  Comment noted. 
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722-01:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be 
buried to a depth of at least 7 feet throughout the Hudson River, a 
depth the USACE has identified in their Public Notice for the 
proposed CHPE Project that substantially reduces the risk of 
anchor snags. 
 
722-02:  The Applicant estimates that approximately 1.5 percent of 
the length of the aquatic portion of the proposed transmission line 
route, or 3.0 miles (4.8 km), would require the use of articulated 
concrete mats to cover the transmission line where it cannot be 
buried due to presence of exposed bedrock or utility line crossings.  
See response to Comment 134-01 regarding anchor snags and 
concrete mats. 
 
The Applicant considered a number of alternatives for the 
transmission line route as described in Section 2.5 of the EIS, and 
the aquatic route proposed reflects a 2-year negotiation process 
with settlement parties through the NYSPSC Article VII 
certification review process, as discussed in Section 2.3 of the EIS. 
 
722-03:  The proposed transmission line avoids all portions of the 
maintained (i.e., dredged) federally designated navigation channel 
in the Hudson River.  In unmaintained portions, the depth is 
already great enough such that maintenance dredging is not 
required. 
 
722-04:  Comment noted.  See responses to Comments 722-01 
through 722-03. 
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801-01:  Comment noted.  The Applicant’s objective for the 
proposed CHPE Project as merchant transmission facility would be 
to provide electrical energy, primarily hydroelectric and wind 
energy generated in Canada, to the New York City metropolitan 
area, which the Applicant states would result in lower wholesale 
electric power prices, reductions in emissions, greater fuel 
diversity, and increased energy supply capability and system 
reliability. 
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802-01:  Construction of the proposed CHPE Project would result 
in temporary and negligible visual impacts or impacts on aesthetic 
resources from the presence of construction equipment.  Because 
the transmission line would be buried underground, no 
aboveground towers are proposed for the proposed CHPE Project.  
Following construction, up to 16 cooling stations may be 
constructed at various intervals along the terrestrial portions of the 
route and would be visible; however, the cooling station buildings 
would be small (i.e., footprint of 128 square feet each) and would 
not change the existing character of the viewshed.  The Applicant 
would install the transmission line via HDD techniques in certain 
terrestrial portions of the route, which would help maintain the 
visual integrity of the landscape. 
 
802-02:  There are two identified wastewater lines in the vicinity of 
the project route.  One line has been identified at MP 297.3 and one 
line has been identified at MP 326.4.  HDD techniques would be 
used to cross underneath both of these wastewater lines; therefore, 
no impacts are expected.  If unknown sanitary sewer lines are 
discovered during construction activities for the proposed CHPE 
Project, appropriate BMPs and protocols would be used, including 
use of protective covering when installing the transmission line 
over existing infrastructure.  Infrastructure owners would also be 
contacted during planning activities.  Cable repairs would occur, as 
necessary, in one of two ways, depending on if it is an aquatic 
transmission cable repair or terrestrial transmission cable repair.  
Repair personnel for both situations would be preselected to save 
time, per the development of the ERRP.  For more information on 
aquatic and terrestrial transmission cable repair see Section 2.4.13 
of the EIS.   
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802-03:  Resuspension of PCBs as a result of the proposed CHPE 
Project was addressed in Section 5.3.3 of the EIS.  The analysis 
includes modeling information that indicates a maximum 
concentration of PCBs for all Hudson River sections at 0.1 
microgram per liter (μg/L).  This PCB concentration would fall 
below the 0.5 μg/L threshold established by the USEPA.   
 
802-04:  Bald eagle breeding habitat has the potential to occur in 
Dutchess and Ulster counties along the Hudson River.  Impacts on 
bald eagles are not expected to be significant because the aquatic 
route for the project would occur within the Hudson River, which is 
used extensively for shipping and recreational activities, and any 
on-land portion of the project would occur in existing ROWs.  It is 
expected that nonbreeding bald eagles in the ROI have been 
habituated to disturbance and noise from existing noise sources. 
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803-01:  See the response to Comment 101-02 regarding jobs, and 
the response to Comment 708-02 regarding public interest. 
 
803-02:   See response to Comment 105-04. 
 
803-03:  As stated in Section 5.3.15 of the EIS, the Applicant 
would conduct pre-installation chemical sediment sampling in the 
Hudson River for use in post-installation monitoring, as specified 
in the NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed CHPE Project.  In 
terrestrial portions of the Hudson River Segment, soil sampling 
would be conducted in areas where visual or olfactory evidence 
indicates the potential for elevated levels of contaminants in soil or 
groundwater.  If contaminated soils are detected, the soils would be 
transported and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
regulations and standards (see Appendix G of the EIS). 
 
803-04:  Although the transmission line ROW could impact the 
margins of the developable areas, the proposed CHPE Project 
would not prevent the development of waterfront properties in the 
terrestrial portion of the Hudson River Segment.  Property owners 
would receive just compensation for use of a portion of their 
property for the transmission line ROW.  It is anticipated that 
easements negotiated with private landowners would be bilateral 
easements in which the Applicant and landowner mutually agree to 
the easement provisions.  See Section 5.3.18 of the EIS for the 
discussion of property values within the terrestrial portion of the 
Hudson River Segment.  See response to Comment 708-03 
regarding the Lovett and Bowline power plants. 
 
803-05:  Other transmission system projects and the potential 
cumulative impacts from the proposed CHPE Project are discussed 
in Section 6.1 of the EIS. 
 
803-06:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
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803-07:  Comment noted.  The proposed CHPE Project would not 
directly outsource any jobs to foreign countries.  See response to 
Comment 121-03 regarding the Stony Point Battlefield Historic 
Site and Waldron Cemetery.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
803-08:  The New York State electricity market is regulated by the 
NYSPSC and the NYISO and, therefore, the pricing mechanisms 
for power purchases in the New York State electricity market are 
outside the scope of this EIS.  NYSPSC identified in their 
Certificate issued for the proposed CHPE Project in April 2013 that 
“the Project would serve the public interest, convenience and 
necessity” and “increase the reliability of the Bulk Power System in 
New York City [and] reduce wholesale market prices.”  Residents 
and businesses would experience cost savings from the annual 
reductions in wholesale energy market prices that would occur 
throughout the state as a result of the proposed CHPE Project’s 
impact on electricity rates.  See Section 5.1.18 of the EIS for 
additional information on this topic.  Also see the response to 
Comment 708-03.   
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804-01:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line was 
originally slated to be routed through the Hudson River in 
Rockland County, New York.  The Applicant completed and 
submitted the Coastal Consistency Assessment Form to the 
NYSDOS on December 6, 2010, for concurrence on their finding 
that the proposed CHPE Project would be consistent with the 
policies of the New York State CMP.  On June 8, 2011, the 
NYSDOS issued a Conditional Concurrence with Consistency 
Certification to the Applicant.  In its concurrence, NYSDOS 
developed conditions that, if met, would allow the project to be 
consistent with the New York State CMP.  Two of these conditions 
were that the transmission line not occupy any area within the 
Hudson River north of the southern boundary of the Inbocht Bay 
and Duck Cove SCFWH and that the transmission line be in a 
terrestrial, buried configuration around the Haverstraw Bay 
SCFWH.  The Applicant incorporated these and other changes into 
the project and resubmitted an amended Presidential permit 
application to DOE in July 2011. 
 
804-02:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
 
804-03:  The siting of the transmission line in the State of New 
York, including the possible use of eminent domain, is within the 
purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New York State 
Public Service Law.  The NYSPSC has authorized the use of 
eminent domain for the Applicant to obtain limited easements or 
leases for the transmission line ROW in areas outside of the 
roadway and railroad ROWs if negotiations with private 
landowners are not successful. 
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804-04:  For a response on potential impacts on landowners, the 
Town of Stony Point, and Rockland County, see response to 
Comment 810-08. 
 
 
 
 
 
804-05:  Comment noted. The goal of the CHPE project is to 
provide 1,000 MW of electricity to New York City, which will 
improve the stability of the electrical grid serving New York City.  
Also see response to Comment 810-09 for more information on the 
electricity market. 
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804-06:  See response to Comment 501-07. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
804-07:  The Applicant would locate the transmission line within 
the Canadian Pacific (CP) and CSX ROW and work with those 
organizations to minimize the chances that a derailment would 
impact the transmission line.  The underground nature of the 
transmission line provides a high degree of protection and hiding 
that is not associated with aboveground transmission systems.  In 
the event of a serious derailment, 1,000 MW of electrical service 
might be temporarily lost in the New York City metropolitan area 
from the proposed CHPE Project.  See EIS Section 5.1.14 for 
discussion on public health and safety and potential train 
derailments.   
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804-08:  For information on job creation, see response to Comment 
501-07.  No new power generation facilities would be constructed 
as a result of this project because the proposed CHPE Project 
transmission line would span from Canada to New York City to 
provide 1,000 MW of power to the New York City metropolitan 
area market.  The siting of the transmission line in the State of New 
York, including the possible use of eminent domain, is within the 
purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New York State 
Public Service Law.  The NYSPSC has authorized the Applicant 
the right to use eminent domain for this project, if required. 
 
804-09:  Impacts for terrestrial installation within Rockland County 
can be found in Sections 3.3 and 5.3 of the EIS.  For information 
on recouping lost tax revenue, see response to Comment 113-02. 
 
804-10:  Comment noted. 
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805-01:  See response to Comment 501-04. 
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805-02:  The transmission line itself is expected to remain in the 
transmission line ROW along the property discussed in the 
comment.  The extreme northeast corner of the property is 
identified as a potential deviation area and does not appear to be 
occupied by a structure.  Any required easements would be 
negotiated with the landowner.  It is unlikely that there would be a 
substantial impact on a business as any potential impact would be 
limited to the extreme corner of the property. 
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806-01:  Comment noted.  In issuing its Certificate, the NYSPSC 
determined that the proposed CHPE Project was needed and found 
that “… as an additional transmission interface into the City of 
New York, the Project will (1) alleviate existing transmission 
constraints, (2) protect the security of the transmission network, (3) 
enhance system reliability, and (4) enhance fuel diversity.”  The 
source of the electrical power to be transmitted through the 
proposed CHPE Project transmission line is outside the scope of 
the EIS. 
 
806-02:  See response to Comment 133-10. 
 
806-03:  Comment noted.  Energy-efficiency and conservation 
measures were considered but eliminated from further detailed 
analysis because DOE determined that these measures alone were 
not a reasonable alternative to the proposed CHPE Project (see 
Section 2.5.3 of the EIS). 
 
806-04:  The potential for intentionally destructive acts, such as 
terrorism, was analyzed in Section 5.1.14 of the EIS, but is 
unpredictable.  Although the Luyster Creek HVDC Converter 
Station would be aboveground, the risk from terrorism activity 
would be no greater than similar infrastructure associated with 
aboveground transmission lines or other energy facilities. 
 
806-05:  Comment noted.  The source of the electric power to be 
transmitted through the proposed CHPE Project transmission line is 
outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
806-06:  Comment noted.  DOE determined that evaluating 
potential impacts in Canada is considered outside the scope of the 
EIS (see Section 1.7.3 of the EIS).  See response to Comment 133-
01 for more information regarding the analysis of potential impacts 
in Canada. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-506 

 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-507 

807-01:  As a HVDC transmission line, the proposed CHPE 
Project’s proposed normal and emergency operating temperatures 
are far below the 194 °F (90 °C) and 266 °F (130 °C), as mentioned 
in the comment (note that temperatures for an alternating current 
line [HVAC] are 194 °F [90 °C] and 221 °F [105 °C] respectively).  
The proposed CHPE’s HVDC cables would be designed to operate 
at normal temperature of 158 °F (70 °C).  Under limited durations 
(i.e., maximum of 2 hours) of emergency overload conditions, the 
temperature would be limited to 176 °F (80 °C).  These 
temperature limitations are set to limit the electric stress across the 
insulation of HVDC cables.  The operating temperature statement 
was clarified in Sections S.6.2 and 2.4.9 of the Draft EIS. 
 
The conductor temperatures under normal and emergency 
operating conditions would be below the 217 °F (103 °C) level 
cited in the comment.  Although cross-linked polyethylene (XLPE) 
cables go through a “phase change” at 217 °F (103 °C), it is 
important to mention that its mechanical properties remain 
unchanged.  Based on the April 2012 CIGRE (International 
Council for Large Electric Systems) Technical Brochure 219 
(Recommendation for Testing DC Extruded Systems for Power 
Transmission at Rated Voltages up to 500 kV, April 2012), HVDC 
XLPE insulated cables can adequately perform at temperatures up 
to 203 °F (95 °C). 
 
807-02:  At each transition from the river (aquatic) to upland 
(terrestrial) portions of the route, buried transition vaults would be 
employed.   Transition (or splice) vaults at these water-to-land 
transition points are typically 35 feet (10.7 meters) by 9 feet (2.7 
meters) by 8 feet (2.4 meters) segmental precast reinforced 
concrete assemblies installed to facilitate splicing.  After splicing is 
completed, the vaults would be filled with sand or fill that allows 
liquid to flow through. 

The transition vault would house the transition joints (from aquatic 
to terrestrial cables) and the anchoring system of the aquatic cables.   
Transition vaults are similar to all the regular “joint bays” used to 
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house other cable joints along the upland portions of the line.  They 
are buried below grade and covered with concrete slabs.  Their 
locations would be clearly identified to ensure public safety. 
 
807-03:  As described in Section 2.4 of the EIS, the terrestrial and 
aquatic cables are of different design. 
 
807-04:  Comment noted. 
 
807-05:  The Applicant would coordinate cable installation 
activities within and around the Tappan Zee Bridge project with the 
NYSDOT. 
 
807-06:  An estimate of the number of terrestrial cable splices 
(more than 400) is provided in Section 2.4.10.2 of the EIS. 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-509 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-510 

 
 
 
 
 
808-01:  See response to Comments 105-04, 501-07, and 501-12 
for information on eminent domain, job creation, and economic 
impacts, respectively, regarding this project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
808-02:  See response to Comment 501-04 for economic impacts 
related to this project.   
 
 
 
808-03:  Comment noted.  The Final EIS addresses the potential 
environmental impacts on visual resources (see Section 5.3.11), 
socioeconomics (see Section 5.3.18), and cultural resources (see 
Section 5.3.10) in Rockland County. 
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809-01:  See response to Comment 303-01.  The availability of 
intervener funds from the developer is outside the scope of this 
EIS. 
 
809-02:  See response to Comment 703-06. 
 
809-03:  See response to Comment 703-07. 
 
809-04:  See response to Comment 109-03. 
 
809-05:  See response to Comment 121-03. 
 
809-06:  See response to Comment 703-10. 
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810-01:  See response to Comment 303-01. 
 
 
810-02:  Comment noted.  See response to Comment 703-06 for 
information on the hearing location criteria and an explanation of 
why Stony Point Center was selected as a hearing location.  Any 
comment that was not submitted at the public hearing could be 
submitted via other means as identified on the CHPE EIS Web site 
and other media. 
 
810-03:  Comment noted.  The practice of keeping verbal 
comments limited to 3 minutes is commonly used at public 
hearings and is intended to ensure that the hearing continued at an 
appropriate pace, giving all people who wanted to comment on the 
project an opportunity to do so.  Due to the number of people who 
attended the meeting, it was appropriate to have such a time limit 
on each speaker.  Speakers were offered another chance to speak 
again toward the end of the hearing after all those who signed up to 
speak had been heard once.  All verbal comments were recorded by 
a court reporter and all meeting attendees were encouraged to either 
submit their written comments at the hearing, by mail or email, or 
submit their comments online through the CHPE EIS Web site. 
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810-04:  In 2010, the proposed CHPE Project transmission line was 
proposed to be routed in the Hudson River through Haverstraw 
Bay.  Through its CZMA Consistency Review, NYSDOS 
developed conditions that, if met, would be consistent with the 
New York State CMP.  One of these conditions was that the 
transmission cable would not be routed through Haverstraw Bay, 
but routed instead in the terrestrial area around Haverstraw Bay to 
protect SCFWHs.  These changes were incorporated into the 
proposed CHPE Project design and were resubmitted with an 
amended Presidential Permit application to DOE in July 2011.  The 
Joint Proposal was issued in 2012 with these design changes to the 
route alignment.  Notification of the Joint Proposal was provided 
via the CHPE EIS Web site, Federal Register notice, and the email 
distribution list.   

810-05:  Comment noted.  The siting of the transmission line in 
New York State, including the possible use of eminent domain, is 
within the purview of the NYSPSC under Article VII of the New 
York State Public Service Law.  The NYSPSC has authorized the 
Applicant the right to use eminent domain for this project, if 
required. 

810-06:  See response to Comment 105-04. 

810-07:  The deviation zone, or deviation area, is an area where the 
transmission line can deviate from the existing railroad ROW if 
engineering constraints or some other form of obstacle dictates.  
The deviation area is approved by NYSPSC.  The Applicant would 
negotiate with landowners regarding just compensation (see 
response to Comment 105-04). 

810-08:  Private landowners would be compensated for the use of 
their land to bury the transmission line and, if appropriate, to offset 
a potential reduction in property values.  It is possible that 
municipal tax revenues from property taxes could also change; 
however, such changes would be expected to be 
minimal.  Increases in wages and taxes and purchases of goods and 
services in the project area would be expected from workers 
employed for maintenance and repair activities.  Municipalities  
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would not collect real property taxes on any portions of the 
proposed CHPE Project that would occur on state lands.  Residents 
and businesses in the Hudson River Segment would also 
experience cost savings from the annual reductions in wholesale 
energy prices associated with the proposed CHPE project. 
 
810-09:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would 
deliver 1,000 MW of electricity into the New York City power 
market, which would save ratepayers in this area approximately 
$405 million to $720 million per year.  It is also estimated that 
power being delivered would be of lower cost than other available 
sources, thus leading to competitive pricing among electricity 
providers.    
 
810-10:  See response to Comment 121-03. 
 
 
 
 
 
810-11:  Comment noted.  Construction of new power-generating 
stations is not within the scope of this EIS.  See response to 
Comment 501-07 for information on job creation as a result of this 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
810-12:  See response to Comments 501-04 and 810-08 for 
information on potential socioeconomic impacts on Stony Point. 
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810-13:  Comment noted.  This language was not found in the Joint 
Proposal. 
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810-14:  See response to Comment 501-03. 
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811-01:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
811-02:  The current proposed CHPE Project route was the result 
of negotiations between the Applicant, NYSPSC, NYSDEC, 
USACE, and other agencies.  The impacts that the transmission line 
would have on aquatic ecosystems in Lake Champlain and the 
Hudson River were discussed in EIS Sections 5.1.4, 5.1.5, 5.3.4, 
and 5.3.5.  The impacts associated with PCBs in Lake Champlain 
and Hudson River substrate were discussed in EIS Sections 5.1.3 
and 5.3.3.   For information on the presence of PCBs, see response 
to Comment 802-03. 
 
811-03:  Increasing energy costs to help meet the electricity 
demand for New York City is not within the scope of this EIS.   
 
811-04:  Impacts as a result of the proposed CHPE Project in the 
Lake Champlain, Overland, Hudson River and New York City 
Metropolitan Area Segments are expected to be negligible.  
Appropriate BMPs and mitigation measures would be applied, 
where appropriate.  Therefore, upstate New York State would not 
be impacted negatively from either a cost or environmental 
standpoint. 
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812-01:  See response to Comment 701-01. 
 
 
 
 
812-02:  See response to Comment 701-02. 
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812-03:  See response to Comment 701-03. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
812-04:  See response to Comment 701-04. 
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812-05:  See response to Comment 701-05. 
 
 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-522 

 
 
 
813-01:  The proposed CHPE Project would be a merchant 
transmission line that would provide electrical energy to the New 
York City metropolitan area market, which would result in lower 
wholesale electric power prices, reductions in air emissions, greater 
fuel diversity and increased energy supply capability, and improved 
system reliability. The upgrading of existing electrical transmission 
lines and local electrical generation are not within the scope of this 
EIS. 
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814-01:  Each segment of the proposed CHPE project has a 
different range of seismic hazard rating.  The highest seismic 
hazard rating is between 12 and 30 percent g (peak ground 
acceleration as a percentage of the force of gravity) in the Lake 
Champlain Segment.  Higher seismic hazard ratings are closer to 
the Canadian border.  Soils in this segment have a 10 percent 
chance of liquefaction from a seismic event with a ground shaking 
rating of 15 percent g (see Section 3.1.9 of the EIS).  Though this 
area has a potential for low to moderate damage during seismic 
event, the overall probability for seismic activity is low.  See 
Section 5.1.9 of the EIS for more information related to geologic 
hazards in the Lake Champlain Segment.  The other three segments 
(i.e., Overland, Hudson River, and New York City Metropolitan 
Area) have seismic hazard ratings of 8 to 12 percent g, 8 to 12 
percent g, and 14 to 18 percent g, respectively.  These ratings 
represent an even lower potential for damage due to a seismic 
event.  All cooling stations would be constructed to conform to 
seismic hazard standards appropriate for the area.  For more 
information relating to geologic hazards that could pose a risk to 
the transmission line and the cooling stations, see Sections 5.1.9, 
5.2.9, 5.3.9, and 5.4.9 of the EIS. 
 
814-02:  The proposed CHPE Project is designed to deliver up to 
1,000 MW of electric power to the New York City metropolitan 
market from renewable power sources in Canada.  As an HVDC 
transmission line, efficiency and cost benefits are gained from 
reduced transmission losses and low magnetic fields when 
compared to an HVAC transmission line.  HVDC can carry more 
power per conductor than HVAC lines.  The buried HVDC line 
associated with the proposed CHPE Project would terminate at the 
Astoria Converter Station site, where it would be converted to be 
compatible with New York City’s three-phase, alternating current-
based electrical grid.  Once converted to HVAC, the line’s energy 
is indistinguishable from other electrical service.  As an 
underground line, it is markedly less prone to the types of damage 
that an overhead line would be, including those due to severe 
weather such as ice, wind storms, and lightning.  Consequently, the 
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transmission line represents a reliable and durable source of power 
to New York City and the North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation’s (NERC) Northeast Power Coordinating Council 
region.  NYISO stability studies have demonstrated that loss of the 
proposed CHPE Project transmission line, operating at 1,000 MW, 
would not adversely impact the stable operation of the NYISO 
system, including New York City and Long Island.  Existing New 
York City and Long Island peaking plants, which have significant 
capacity, would be called on less once the proposed CHPE Project 
is energized and would continue to be available in the unlikely 
event of a disruption of service from the proposed CHPE Project 
transmission line.  The proposed CHPE Project’s HVDC line could 
have “black start” capabilities similar to that of the nearby Cross 
Sound Cable.  This feature makes it possible to deliver 1,000 MW 
of electricity to New York City in case of a major blackout.  The 
Cross Sound Cable brought 330 MW to The Long Island Power 
Authority during the August 2003 blackout.   
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815-01:  The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised 
per comment. 
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815-02:  The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised 
per comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
815-03:  The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised 
per comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
815-04:  The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised 
per comment. 
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815-05:  The text in Section 1.7.4 of the Final EIS has been revised 
per comment. 
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816-01:  See response to Comment 101-02.   
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816-02: The proposed CHPE Project would add an additional 
1,000 MW of capacity and provide approximately 7,640 GWh per 
year to the New York City metropolitan area electricity market via 
an HVDC electric power transmission line system.  This would 
help satisfy the growing demand for electricity in New York State, 
which is currently projected to increase at a greater rate than 
current capacity growth. 
816-03:  The latest maps provided by the Applicant, dated 
September 2013, are consistent with those shown in the Joint 
Proposal and the Draft EIS. 
816-04:  The Draft EIS did not identify the length of the 
transmission line in the CSX ROW in Stony Point as indicated in 
the comment.  The proposed route of the proposed CHPE Project 
within Stony Point would be in approximately 1.1 linear miles (1.8 
linear km) of railroad ROW and 0.9 linear miles (1.4 linear km) of 
deviation zone approved by NYSPSC.  As proposed, approximately 
2.3 acres (0.9 hectares) of the 20-foot (6-meter)-wide permanent 
transmission line ROW would occur within railroad ROW, and up 
to 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) would occur outside the railroad ROW in 
Stony Point.  In Haverstraw, the proposed CHPE Project route 
would be in approximately 3.2 linear miles (5.2 linear km) of 
railroad ROW and 0.6 linear miles (1.0 linear km) of deviation 
zone approved by NYSPSC.  Approximately 7.3 acres (3.0 
hectares) of the permanent transmission line ROW would occur 
within the railroad ROW, and up to 1.5 acres (0.6 hectares) would 
occur outside the railroad ROW in Haverstraw.  See response to 
Comment 105-04 regarding the ROW and the use of eminent 
domain.  Information on the installation of cooling stations along 
the transmission line to disperse accumulated heat in long cable 
segments installed by HDD techniques was provided to the DOE 
by the Applicant for incorporation into the Draft EIS.  Therefore, 
the EIS addresses the potential impact of installing cooling stations 
along the terrestrial portions of the transmission line route in 
certain locations.  Eliminating the cooling stations is not part of 
what is being proposed for the CHPE Project. 
816-05:  See response to Comment 718-04. 
816-06:  The locations of construction staging areas would change 
as the installation progresses southward along the transmission line 
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route.  Information on staging areas that would be required to 
support aquatic installation was provided in Section 5.3.2 of the 
EIS.  Information on staging areas along the terrestrial portion of 
the installation route was provided in Sections 2.4.1.1, 5.2.2, 
5.3.18, and other similar sections of the EIS.  See response to 
Comment 807-02 regarding splice vaults. 
816-07:  Operation of the transmission line would increase the 
ambient soil temperature within 3 feet (0.9 meters) of the 
transmission line by 2 °F (1 °C).  It is possible that this temperature 
increase could affect vegetation growth in the immediate vicinity of 
the installed line; however, the temperature would quickly dissipate 
as distance from the transmission line increases.  Additionally, 
cooling stations would be constructed to serve the HDD-installed 
segments and excess heat would be removed from the underground 
conduits through the cooling station chiller equipment.   
816-08:  The potential impacts associated with magnetic fields 
associated with the transmission line were described in detail for 
each segment of the proposed route in Section 5.1.14 and other 
similar sections of the EIS.  Specifically, the proposed transmission 
line ROW within the railroad ROW would be 20 feet (6 meters) 
wide, and access to the railroad ROW would be limited in some 
areas by fencing and entry restrictions.  Table 5.1.14-1 and Figure 
5.1.14-1 of the EIS present the magnetic field levels associated 
with the transmission cables.  The magnetic field levels at the edges 
of the 20-foot (6-meter)-wide transmission line ROW for the 
Overland Segment were calculated to be 24.8 milliGauss (mG), 
which is well below the 200-mG magnetic field strength interim 
standard established by the NYSPSC.  Land use restrictions are not 
expected as a result of magnetic fields.    
816-09:  The width of the trench that would be excavated for the 
transmission line would vary based upon topography and soil types. 
The transmission line would be constructed at least 10 feet (3 
meters) away from the railroad tracks in generally flat areas away 
from the raised bed of the tracks, and the railroad ROW in most 
cases is wide enough to accommodate the transmission line.  If 
these requirements put the transmission line outside of the railroad 
ROW, negotiations with adjacent landowners are planned (see 
response to Comment 105-04). 
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816-10: Installation of energy transmission lines in the United 
States must occur within a permanent ROW to ensure the lines, 
land, and support equipment can be maintained and protected for 
the life of those uses.  Sections 2.6.1 and 5.2.1 and other similar 
sections of the EIS describe how the transmission line, in most 
cases, would be installed within existing road and railroad ROWs, 
but in some locations would deviate outside of these ROWs.  
Deviation areas refer to alterations of the transmission line route 
from the established road and railroad ROWs to bypass features 
such as bridges, roadway crossings, and areas where the existing 
ROW is too narrow to permit cable installation while meeting 
established clearance criteria from infrastructure, such as railroad 
tracks and edges of roadways.  Deviation areas are identified in the 
maps provided in Appendix B of the Joint Proposal.  Some 
deviation areas will overlap with privately owned lands.  In these 
instances, it is anticipated that bilateral easements with private 
landowners would be negotiated such that the Applicant and 
landowner mutually agree to the easement provisions.  Such 
agreements ensure that the landowner would be provided financial 
compensation for providing the Applicant with the right to bury the 
transmission line on their property and for future access to the 
property to conduct maintenance, inspections, and emergency 
repairs should such actions be necessary.  Use of eminent domain 
would be avoided to the maximum extent practical.  However, it is 
possible that limited use easements or leases for the transmission 
line ROW would need to be obtained through eminent domain, as 
provided for through the NYSPSC Article VII approval process.  
This would only occur in the event a property owner and the 
Applicant are unable to reach a mutually acceptable agreement. 
816-11:  As discussed in Section 5.4.3 of the EIS, the Luyster 
Creek HVDC Converter Station would be constructed and operated 
within the 100-year floodplain of the East River (see EIS Appendix 
A).  Based on the Preliminary Work Maps prepared by FEMA as 
part of an evaluation of flood hazards following Hurricane Sandy, 
the converter station site would be designated as Base Flood 
Elevation (BFE) Zone AE at an elevation of 14 feet (4 meters) 
above mean sea level (MSL), which has only a 1 percent (100-year) 
chance of inundation.   
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816-12:  The New York Energy Highway Blueprint is a broad and 
encompassing plan that provides recommendations intended to 
unify New York State’s efforts to create an energy infrastructure to 
serve residents and businesses for years to come.  It was developed 
in response to the existing uncertainties that affect New York 
State’s existing energy infrastructure.  Private developers, investor-
owned utilities, the financial community, and others were actively 
engaged to identify options for bolstering the aging infrastructure 
while promoting the supply of clean energy, jobs, and economic 
growth.   The four main areas of focus and goals in the Blueprint 
are expanding and strengthening the Energy Highway, accelerating 
construction and repair of electric and natural gas delivery systems, 
supporting clean energy, and driving technology innovation.  
Installation and operation of the proposed CHPE Project 
transmission line is directly aligned with the goals outlined in the 
New York Energy Highway Blueprint. 

816-13:  The cooling stations would be designed so that noise 
levels meet state standards at the property line.  The stations would 
be small in size and resemble other similar utility structures such as 
fiber optic amplifier units or wastewater pumping stations. 

816-14:  The first step in the cable installation would be to tow a 
hook-type device, or a grapnel, along the underwater transmission 
line route (“a grapnel run”) to clear debris from the path of the 
cable installation plow. The grapnel run operation is subject to the 
same environmental conditions as the cable installation with 
respect to time of year restrictions and turbidity levels. 

816-15:  The number of construction vehicles required to install the 
transmission line at any one location is limited.  To ensure that 
there are no impacts from large construction equipment using roads 
designed for lighter vehicles, the Applicant would restore access 
roads to preconstruction conditions as required.  A project 
Maintenance and Protection of Traffic (MPT) Plan would be 
developed and implemented by the Applicant in consultation with 
local government transportation agencies to minimize impacts on 
traffic and the transportation network.  Therefore, transportation of 
materials for the terrestrial portion of the CHPE Project is not 
anticipated to result in significant impacts on the existing 
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transportation network.  See Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the 
EIS for more information on potential impacts on transportation in 
terrestrial portions of the proposed CHPE Project route. 

816-16:  It is expected that the CRMP, which would contain 
measures to minimize impacts on Waldron Cemetery, would be 
made available on the NYSPSC Web site for the CHPE Project 
(http://documents.dps.ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMast
er.aspx? Mattercaseno=10-T-0139) upon completion, although 
specific locations of any cultural resources information would 
likely remain confidential.  Also see response to Comment 121-03. 
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817-01:  Disturbance of recreational and commercial activities 
would be temporary and localized at the work sites in the Hudson 
River.  As stated in the EIS, approximately 1 to 3 miles (2 to 5 km) 
of transmission cable can be installed per day, so the worksite 
would not remain at any one location for a long period of time.  For 
more information addressing Hudson River access during 
construction and maintenance of the transmission line, see EIS 
Section 5.3.2 (Transportation and Traffic).   
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818-01:  Impacts on wetlands as a result of this project are 
provided for each segment of the transmission line in EIS Sections 
5.1.8 (Lake Champlain), 5.2.8 (Overland), 5.3.8 (Hudson River) 
and 5.4.8 (New York City Metropolitan Area).  There are two 
identified wastewater pipelines in the vicinity of the project route.  
As stated in Section 5.3.15 of the EIS, one line has been identified 
at MP 297.3 and one line has been identified at MP 326.4.  HDD 
techniques would be used to cross underneath both of these 
wastewater lines; therefore, no impacts are expected.  For 
information regarding impacts on Superfund sites, see Sections 
3.3.15 and 5.3.15 of the EIS.   
 
818-02:  See Chapter 6 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIS for 
information related to potential impacts related to the United 
Water’s Desalination Plan, CSX Rail Extension, and Indian Point 
Nuclear Power Plant.  See EIS Section 5.3.9 for information 
relating to the Ramapo Fault.  The Spectra-Algonquin Incremental 
Market (AIM) Natural Gas Pipeline project description has been 
added to Section 6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS, and the cumulative 
impacts analysis in Section 6.1.2 of the Final EIS. 
 
818-03:  The responsible party for the accident would be the one 
that is responsible for any damage caused to the transmission line.  
See Sections 5.1.14 and 5.3.14 of the EIS regarding responses to 
transmission line problems during operation. 
 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-537 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-538 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-539 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-540 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-541 

819-01:  Jodi McDonald, Chief of the USACE New York District 
Regulatory Branch, can be contacted at 26 Federal Plaza, New 
York, NY 10278-0900. 
 
819-02:  The EIS was developed cooperatively among multiple 
Federal and state agencies to address the potential impacts of 
issuing the Presidential permit for the proposed CHPE Project.  
Two of the agencies involved in the preparation of the EIS are the 
DOE, the lead Federal agency, and the USACE, a cooperating 
agency.  The EIS for the proposed CHPE Project and related 
documents are available for review in the Document Library on the 
CHPE EIS Web site (http://www.chpexpresseis.org), and a subset 
of the EIS documents are available on the DOE NEPA Web site 
(http://energy.gov/nepa/eis-0447-champlain-hudson-power-
express-transmission-line-project-new-york).  The Draft EIS was 
not available on the USACE and Applicant Web sites. 
 
In addition to being a cooperating agency for the preparation of the 
EIS, USACE is responsible for reviewing the Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the CWA 
permit applications submitted by the Applicant for the proposed 
CHPE Project.  As such, the USACE’s Web site for the CHPE 
project (http://www.nan.usace.army.mil/Missions/ 
Regulatory/RegulatoryPublicNotices/tabid/4166/Article/18814/ 
nan-2009-01089-eya.aspx) consists of documents related to their 
review of the Applicant’s Section 10 and Section 404 permit 
applications. 
 
819-03:  See response to Comment 109-04. 
 
819-04:  See response to Comment 121-03. 
 
819-05:  Yes.  The maps provided as Appendix B to the Joint 
Proposal show a number of deviation areas along the terrestrial 
portions of the route outside Rockland County. 
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819-06:  The New York State electricity market is regulated by the 
NYSPSC and the NYISO and, therefore, the pricing mechanisms 
for power purchases in the New York State electricity market are 
outside the scope of this EIS.  As presented in Section 1.2 of the 
EIS, the purpose and need for DOE’s Proposed Action is whether 
or not to issue a Presidential permit for the proposed transmission 
line crossing of the U.S./Canada international border (i.e., proposed 
CHPE Project).  Continued operation of other in-state electric 
power sources is not the subject of the application for a Presidential 
permit and, therefore, is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
819-07:  See response to Comment 803-09. 
 
819-08:  Section 5.3 of the EIS provides a full analysis of the 
potential environmental impacts associated with installing the 
buried transmission line on land through Rockland County. 
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819-09:  See response to Comment 816-04 regarding transmission 
line lengths in ROWs in Stony Point and Haverstraw and Comment 
105-04 regarding the ROW and the use of eminent domain.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-10:  Cooling stations are proposed and are discussed in detail 
in Section 2.4.5 of the EIS, and an impact analysis for construction 
and operation of such is included in resource areas in Chapter 5. 
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819-11:  See response to Comment 819-07.  Section 5.3.15 of the 
EIS addressed the potential impacts of constructing the proposed 
CHPE Project in the vicinity of the former Mirant-Lovett Electric 
Generating Station, Haverstraw Landfill, the Temco Uniform 
Factory, and Kay-Fries National Priorities List Superfund site.  
During construction and operation of the proposed CHPE Project, 
the Applicant would implement environmental and construction 
management procedures and plans included in the EM&CP and 
other Applicant-proposed measures to minimize potential impacts 
during construction.  Other plans, such as the Health and Safety 
Plans and the Emergency Contingency Plan, would also be 
implemented to ensure construction activities are conducted in a 
safe manner. 
 
 
 
 
819-12:  A description of the Spectra AIM Natural Gas Pipeline 
project has been incorporated into Section 6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS.  
The West Point Transmission Project is discussed in Section 
6.1.1.4 of the EIS.  The Applicant would design, construct, and 
install the proposed CHPE Project to be compatible with existing 
utilities, including natural gas and electric power system 
infrastructure, in both aquatic and terrestrial portions of the route.  
The Applicant would consult with utility owners prior to 
construction to design protection measures and specifications to 
account for existing utility facilities.  The Applicant would also 
implement various additional BMPs to minimize potential impacts 
on utilities (see Appendix G of the EIS). 
 

819-13:  Blasting would not be conducted in the vicinity of Iona 
Island during installation of the proposed CHPE Project. 
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819-14:  See response to Comment 121-03 regarding details about 
the installation of the transmission line under the Stony Point 
Battlefield Historic Site via HDD, the siting of the transmission 
line at Waldron Cemetery, and the CRMP that would manage such 
(also see EIS Section 5.3.10). 
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819-15:  As stated in Section 1.7.1 of the EIS, DOE conducted 
seven EIS public scoping meetings in 2010, although none were in 
Haverstraw or Stony Point.  DOE’s 2010 Scoping Summary Report 
is in Appendix D of the EIS.  DOE did not conduct separate 
scoping meetings after it published an amended Notice of Intent in 
April 2012, but it did accept scoping comments.  DOE’s 2012 
Scoping Summary Report Addendum is in Appendix D of the EIS.  
The NYSPSC held six public statement hearings on the Joint 
Proposal in April 2012, of which one was held at the Haverstraw 
Town Hall.  DOE reviewed the public statement hearing transcripts 
from the NYSPSC public statement hearings and considered them, 
in addition to scoping comments submitted directly to DOE on the 
EIS, as potential scoping comments for purposes of the EIS.  The 
public hearing for the Draft EIS held in Stony Point in November 
2013 was attended by over 200 people. 
 
819-16:  See response to Comment 109-03. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-547 

 
 
819-17:  See response to Comment 105-06. 
 
819-18:  See response to Comment 105-06. 
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819-19:  As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and 
need for the DOE’s action is whether or not to issue a Presidential 
permit for the proposed transmission line crossing of the 
U.S./Canada international border.  Transactions in the New York 
State electricity market are regulated by the NYSPSC and the 
NYISO and are outside the scope of the EIS. 
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819-20:  The proposed CHPE Project would not prevent, prohibit, 
or inhibit access to the Hudson River in Rockland County.  As 
discussed in Section 5.3.1 of the EIS, short-term, water-based 
limitations in the Hudson River would occur in areas directly 
adjacent to transmission line installation activities, and would 
include temporary localized limitations on boats entering a work 
area during periodic inspection and emergency repair (if necessary) 
for vessel safety reasons.   
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819-21:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-22:  Access roads would be sited to the extent possible within 
existing road and railroad ROWs, and would be limited to the 
minimum space necessary.  Where practical and with landowner 
and NYSDPS approval, existing private roads, driveways, and farm 
lanes would be used.  If access roads would be required outside of 
the existing road and railroad ROWs, the Applicant would obtain 
authorization (e.g., leases, easements, construction permits, 
revocable permits/consent, highway work permits, use and 
occupancy agreements/permits, or other agreements) from the 
public or private landowners.  See response to Comment 803-02 
regarding use of eminent domain. 
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819-23:  The referenced infrastructure is identified in Section 
3.3.12 of the EIS, which identifies a storm water drainage pipe at 
approximate MP 296.6 and a sewer line at approximate MP 297.3.  
Section 5.3.12 of the EIS states that there would be no impacts on 
the storm water drainage pipe or the sanitary sewer line because 
both would be avoided by using HDD technology.  See Appendix 
G of the EIS and the response to Comment 102-010 regarding 
additional impact minimization measures applicable to utility 
infrastructure that would be implemented during construction. 
 
819-24:  The Floodplain Statement of Findings appendix in the 
Final EIS (Appendix S) reflects the best available FEMA-approved 
flood zone data.  See the response to Comment 803-04 regarding 
the proposed CHPE Project route near developable areas.   
 
 
 
 
819-25:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be 
installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point Battlefield 
State Historic Site (see EIS Section 5.3.10).  The proposed route 
would be installed under the railroad ROW using HDD through the 
battlefield.  No cemeteries or gravesites have been identified along 
this portion of the railroad ROW, and the transmission line would 
be installed via HDD at such a depth under the battlefield that any 
features near the surface would not be disturbed.   
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819-26:  The proposed CHPE Project transmission line would be 
installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point Battlefield 
State Historic Site.  No staging areas, including those for the HDD 
drilling rig, or access roads would be constructed within Stony 
Point Battlefield State Historic Site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-27:  The NYSPSC Certificate does not state that there would 
be a cooling station in Stony Point Battlefield State Historic Site, 
but rather indicates that Exhibit 117 of the Joint Proposal includes a 
list of cooling equipment at locations along the proposed CHPE 
Project route.  Exhibit 117 identifies that a cooling station might be 
required at MP 296 for the portion of the proposed CHPE Project 
route installed using HDD technology under the Stony Point 
Battlefield State Park.  The cooling station would be located 
outside of Stony Point Battlefield State Historic Park.  Section 
2.4.5 of the EIS states that a cooling station would be installed at 
approximate MP 296. 
 
819-28:  Comment noted.  Sections 5.1.14, 5.2.14, 5.3.14, and 
5.4.14 of the EIS address potential impacts of the proposed CHPE 
Project on public health and safety. 
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819-29:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
 
819-30:  See response to Comment 105-06 and Section 5.3.18 of 
the EIS. 
 
819-31:  See response to Comment 121-03 and Section 5.3.10 of 
the EIS. 
 
819-32:  See response to Comment 803-04 regarding the proposed 
CHPE Project route near developable areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
819-33:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
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819-34:  See response to Comment 101-02. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-35:  See response to Comment 803-04 regarding the proposed 
CHPE Project route near developable areas, and response to 
Comment 105-04 regarding the use of eminent domain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
819-36:  See response to Comment 105-04. 
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819-37:  Section 6.1.2 of the EIS discusses potential cumulative 
impacts from other past, current, and foreseeable future activities, 
including the West Point Transmission Project, Haverstraw Water 
Supply Project, and CSX Track Expansion projects, when 
combined with the proposed CHPE Project.  A description and 
analysis of the Spectra AIM project has been incorporated into 
Section 6.1.1.4 of the Final EIS. 
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820-01:  Comment noted.  The analysis of impacts on the 
environment from implementing the proposed CHPE Project 
provided in the EIS is based upon best available information which 
includes, but is not limited to, the documentation submitted as part of 
the CHPE Article VII siting proceeding. Other recent, relevant 
sources of information used in the analyses included the Tappan Zee 
Hudson River Crossing Project EIS, the USACE Environmental 
Assessment for Maintenance Dredging of the Hudson River Channel, 
NMFS’s Biological Opinion on the effects of the continued operation 
of the Indian Point Nuclear Generating Units 2 and 3, the U.S. 
Department of Interior Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, 
Regulation, and Enforcement study on the Effects of EMFs from 
Undersea Power Cables On Elasmobranchs and Other Marine 
Species (Normandeau et al. 2011), and numerous other technical 
studies. 
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820-02:  As noted in the EIS, work in the proximity of any single 
location along the segment would likely last no more than a few days
to up to 2 weeks.  Measures would be implemented to ensure that 
construction vessels avoid impacts on vessel traffic along the 
construction corridor.  Further, construction activities would not 
preclude access to or from the federally designated Safety and 
Security Zone at Indian Point, and no dredging activities associated 
with the proposed CHPE Project are proposed in this location. 
 
820-03:  As indicated in the EIS, the Applicant calculated thermal 
impacts on water quality from operation of the transmission line 
based upon a burial depth of 4 feet (1.2 meters).  The source 
methodology for this analysis was provided by Worzyk, T. 2009. 
Submarine Power Cables: Design, Installation, Environmental 
Aspects, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, as cited in Exhibit 24 of the 2012 
CHPE Joint Proposal.  At a burial depth of 4 feet (1.2 meters), the 
predicted increase in temperature at the sediment surface directly 
above the cables, with no cable separation, was estimated to be 1.8 
°F (1.0 °C), and the temperature change in the water column would 
be less than 0.01 °F (0.004 °C).  Based upon this analysis, impacts 
are expected to be negligible because this very small temperature 
change would be quickly dissipated in the water column.  Further, 
the transmission line would be installed at revised depths prescribed 
in the October 2013 USACE New York District Public Notice 
(NAN-2009-01089-EYA) for the proposed CHPE Project, which are 
greater than the depths assumed in the EIS.  Therefore, the heat that 
would be emitted into the water column would be less than that 
analyzed in the EIS.  The burial depth information has been clarified 
in Sections S.6.2 and 2.4.10.1 of the Final EIS. 
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820-04: Subsequent to their initial filings with the USACE and the 
October 2013 Public Notice, the Applicant has continued to provide 
more detailed information concerning transmission line burial 
depths, the equipment and methodologies that would be used as part 
of the cable installation process, and the locations and extent of 
concrete mats that could be used to cover the transmission line where 
full burial is not possible. The environmental analyses contained in 
the EIS are based on reasonable understanding of the likely 
construction methods to be employed in the installation of the 
transmission line.   
 
820-05:  Based on refined analysis of concrete mat requirements 
provided by the Applicant (see response to Comment 820-04), up to 
approximately 3.0 miles (4.8 km) of the transmission line, 
representing approximately 1.5 percent of the aquatic portion of the 
entire route, may require the use of concrete mats to cover the 
portions of transmission line that could not be buried. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-06:  The USACE Public Notice Web site for the proposed CHPE 
Project (http://www.nan.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/ 
RegulatoryPublicNotices/tabid/4166/Article/18814/nan-2009-01089-
eya.aspx) provides information on the CHPE Section 404 Permit 
Application. 
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820-07: Comment noted.  As indicated in the 2013 USACE Public 
Notice for the proposed CHPE Project and Section 5.2.8 of the EIS, 
the proposed CHPE Project would directly impact a total of 77.7 
acres (31 hectares) of wetlands, including temporary impacts on 67.4 
acres (27.2 hectares) and permanent impacts on 10.3 acres (4.2 
hectares).  In reference to Table 1 in the comment, areas designated 
as SCFWH might contain a range of habitats, including wetlands, 
that support fish and wildlife; however, SCFWH areas are not 
synonymous with wetlands.  Although the proposed CHPE Project 
would transect SCFWH areas (as noted in Section 3.1.4.1 of the 
EIS), the Project would not cross or impact any wetlands contained 
therein.  Crossings of wetlands located within SCFWHs have been 
clarified in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIS. 
 
820-08:  Installation of the transmission line within federally 
managed navigation channels was and continues to be coordinated 
with the USACE and is addressed in the USACE Public Notice.  A 
total of 3.0 miles of the transmission line (representing 
approximately 1.5 percent of the entire aquatic portion of the 
installation route) would be covered by concrete mats.  The extent to 
which concrete mats would be used has been clarified in Section 
2.4.2 of the Final EIS.  The Applicant continues to coordinate with 
the USACE on burial of the transmission line. 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-564 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-565 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-566 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-567 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-568 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-09:  As presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of and 
need for the DOE’s action is whether or not to issue a Presidential 
permit to the Applicant for their proposed transmission line crossing 
of the U.S./Canada international border, not to identify methods of 
relieving congestion in the New York State bulk electric power 
transmission system.  Continued operation or development of other 
new in-state power sources or transmission lines is not the subject of 
the Presidential permit application and is outside the scope of the 
EIS. 
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820-10: As indicated in Section 3.3.4 of the EIS, the proposed CHPE 
Project would transect SCFWHs along the Hudson River; however, 
the proposed CHPE Project would not impact any wetlands 
contained therein.  Impacts on wetlands in SCFWHs have been 
clarified in Section 3.3.8 of the Final EIS.  Sufficient analysis of 
impacts on SCFWHs is otherwise provided in EIS Section 5.3.4 and 
other similar sections.  The transmission line route that transects five 
SCFWHs was approved by state agencies (including NYSDEC and 
NYSDOS) during the NYSPSC Article VII process culminating in 
the issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate in April 2013.   
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820-11: The West Point Transmission Project is already addressed in 
Section 6.1.1.4 of the EIS and in the cumulative impacts analysis in 
Section 6.1.2.  The New England Clean Power Link Project is now 
addressed in Sections 6.1.1.2 and 6.1.2 of the Final EIS.  Section 
6.1.2 also includes a consideration of the potential for cumulative 
impacts in the Hudson River from the USACE Hudson River 
maintenance dredging project, the Spectra-AIM Project, the West 
Point Net Zero Project, the Tappan Zee Hudson River Crossing 
Project, among others.  
 
820-12:  Analysis and development of the Draft EIS was based upon 
best available information, and EIS Chapter 6 presents an analysis of 
the cumulative impacts of the proposed CHPE Project, the Tappan 
Zee Bridge Project, and other projects in the vicinity.   In addition, 
DOE has prepared a BA in consultation with NMFS and USFWS, 
and this is included as Appendix Q of the EIS.  Among the sources 
used in the preparation of the CHPE BA were the BA and the 
Biological Opinion issued by NMFS for the Tappan Zee Project.  
DOE and the Applicant continued coordination with NMFS and the 
USFWS to address potential impacts on protected species. 
 
820-13: The potential impact to the Hudson Highlands SCFWH are 
addressed in Section 5.3.4 of the Final EIS. 
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820-14:  As noted in the EIS Sections 2.6.3, 5.2.3, and 5.3.3, impacts 
on groundwater quality could occur from HDD and drilling fluids 
and if blasting of bedrock is required.  These impacts would be short-
term in the sense that the potential exposure period would only occur 
during construction activities.  As explained in Section 5.2.3, there is 
a low likelihood of groundwater impacts from drilling fluids due to 
the characteristics of the fluid and natural soil filtration processes, 
and any groundwater impact would be localized to the area 
immediately adjacent to the construction area.  Blasting activities 
would be performed in strict adherence to all industry standards 
applicable to control of blasting and blast vibration limits as 
specified in a blasting plan to be developed by the Applicant as part 
of its EM&CP.  The Applicant is also developing a private well 
response plan to address relevant impacts (see Section 5.2.9 of the 
EIS). 
 
820-15:  As identified in Joint Proposal Appendix F, Best 
Management Practices (see EIS Appendix C), a Drilling Fluid 
Management and Disposal Plan would be developed as part of the 
EM&CP.  This plan would establish the procedures to be used during 
HDD operations and include, for example, both visual and 
quantitative monitoring of the drilling fluid.  The Applicant would 
also use sheet pile cofferdams at the HDD exit points in waterbodies 
to minimize the risk of a drilling fluid release to the aquatic 
environment.  Such measures are described further in Sections 5.1.9 
and 5.1.15 and Appendix G of the EIS. 
 
820-16:  See response to Comment 820-03. 
 
820-17:  Impacts on sturgeon species that overwinter in the expanded 
northern portion of the Hudson Highlands SCFWH is sufficiently 
addressed in the BA included as an appendix to the Final EIS.  Also 
see response to Comment 204-28 regarding how construction 
windows for the project were developed to minimize impacts on 
overwintering and spawning grounds. 
 
820-18:  As addressed in Section 5.3.4 of the Final EIS, the present 
state of knowledge about the impacts on fish from magnetic and 
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 electric fields emitted by underwater transmission lines is variable 
and inconclusive.  The analysis of impacts of exposure to magnetic 
and electric fields on aquatic species was based upon best available 
information and covered a range of species on which scientific data 
were available, including sunfish, minnows, bass, sturgeon, flounder, 
sharks, and eels.  This analysis demonstrated that the potential effect 
of magnetic fields or induced electric fields on fish or their prey 
would not be significant. 
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820-19:  See response to Comment 820-08. 
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820-20:  The transmission line route that transects five SCFWHs 
(and that avoids the Haverstraw Bay SCFWH) was approved by state 
agencies as identified in the response to Comment 820-10, and the 
EIS analysis on impacts in SCFWHs is considered sufficient. 
 

 
820-21: The Final EIS included an evaluation of the potential 
impacts in the Hudson River that would be associated with the 
planned jet plow method for installing the transmission line. 
Information related to water quality and sediment transport modeling 
efforts and compliance with water quality standards is located in 
Section 5.3.3 and information concerning the potential impact to 
aquatic species is presented in Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 of the Final 
EIS, Section 5 of the BA (EIS Appendix Q), and Section 4 of the 
EFH Assessment (EIS Appendix R). 
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820-22: Section 2.5 of the Final EIS presents the analysis of 
alternatives considered while Sections 5.3.3, 5.3.4, 5.3.5, and 5.3.8 of 
the Final EIS identify that the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the transmission line in the Hudson River would not 
have significant environmental impacts on water quality and 
SCFWHs. 

820-23:  Comment noted.  See EIS Section 2.5.2 for an explanation 
of why the alternative upland transmission line routes were dismissed 
from further evaluation. 

820-24:  A list of measures to minimize potential impacts is 
presented in EIS Appendix G.  The Applicant continues to coordinate 
with agencies, as appropriate, to ensure the proposed CHPE Project 
design and associated mitigations are in accordance with regulations 
and that the analysis addresses not only individual impacts, but also 
cumulative impacts of the Project along the installation route.   

As indicated in Section 5.3.8 of the EIS, 0.03 acres of wetlands 
would be temporarily impacted by the proposed CHPE Project in the 
Hudson River Segment.  A Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan has 
been prepared by the Applicant and is available for review on the 
CHPE EIS Web site at http://www.chpexpresseis.org.   

Analysis provided in the Draft EIS on the impacts of the proposed 
CHPE Project on endangered species and their habitats was based 
upon best available information.  Additional details on the impacts of 
the proposed CHPE Project on endangered species are included in 
the BA.  The Applicant continues to coordinate with the NMFS and 
the USFWS regarding impacts on endangered and otherwise 
protected species and their habitats. 

The proposed CHPE Project combined with other reasonably 
foreseeable projects, including the Tappan Zee Project, are 
sufficiently addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis in Chapter 
6 of the EIS.  The West Point Transmission Project is already 
addressed in Section 6.1.1.4 of the EIS and in the cumulative impacts 
analysis for each resource area in the same section.  The New 
England Clean Power Link Project is now addressed in Sections 
6.1.1.2 and 6.1.2 of the Final EIS. 
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820-25:  As indicated in the EIS, water quality impacts would be 
within regulatory standards as estimated through water quality 
modeling processes.  See Sections 5.3.3, 5.3.4, 5.3.5, 5.3.9, and 
5.3.12 of the EIS for more information on the analysis and impacts of 
the proposed CHPE Project on water quality, aquatic species, 
sediment quality, hazardous wastes, and public health in the Hudson 
River Segment.   
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820-26: The quantities of suspended material generated and its 
distribution in the Hudson River Segment is addressed in Section 
5.3.9 of the Final EIS.  The potential sediment concentrations and 
impact on the water column are presented in Section 5.3.3. 
 
820-27: The CHPE Project would involve HDD operations at four 
locations along the Hudson and Harlem Rivers where the cable 
would transition between land and water.  As cited in Section 2.4.3 
of the EIS, the drilling process would use bentonite clay as a 
lubricant. A monitoring program would be established to determine 
whether this drilling fluid is leaking from the borehole, and if so, 
whether any response action is needed. Due to the limited area that 
could potentially be impacted, and the low likelihood that the 
bentonite clay could flow to a nearby drinking water well, the EIS 
concludes in Section 5.3.3 that significant impacts on groundwater 
quality are not anticipated.   
 
820-28:  As stated in Section 2.4.3, “The monitoring program would 
consist of visual observations in the surface water at the targeted drill 
exit point and monitoring of the drilling fluid volume and pressure 
within the borehole.  Visual observations of drilling fluid in the 
water, or excessive loss of volume or pressure in the borehole would 
trigger response actions by the HDD operator, including halting 
drilling activities and initiating cleanup of released bentonite.” 
Monitoring the borehole pressure and measuring the amount of 
bentonite are quantitative measures used to identify when losses are 
occurring and are standard industry procedures. Detailed plans and 
procedures for monitoring, agency notifications, and remedial actions 
would be developed by the Applicant as part of the EM&CP. 
 
820-29:  See response to Comment 820-18. 
 
 
820-30:  See response to Comment 820-17. 
 
 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-586 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-587 

 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-588 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

820-31: Given the short term nature of the transmission line 
installation process, the water quality analysis focused on acute 
rather than chronic effects.  Impacts to dissolved oxygen levels are 
typically assessed using the biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5) 
parameter, which assesses the impact on oxygen levels over a 5-day 
period.  Measurement of total suspended solids (TSS) includes the 
organic materials that would contribute to BOD5, and assessing and 
controlling TSS levels is an accepted method of managing the 
potential impact on dissolved oxygen levels for construction projects.
See EIS Section 5.3.3 for a discussion on the TSS analysis for the 
proposed CHPE project. 
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820-32:  The Applicant’s Water Quality Modeling Report for the 
Hudson, Harlem, and East Rivers (CHPEI 2012oo) provides the 
inputs for the DHI MIKE3 model and reports the results by CHPE 
Project route mile. According to the Applicant, the model and its 
inputs were calibrated and verified and was approved by the USACE, 
the USEPA, and an independent panel of experts as part of the 
USACE Harbor Navigation Study in 1995. In addition, the 
methodology for the water quality modeling was reviewed by the 
NYSDEC.  This report was provided as Exhibit 85 to the NYSPSC 
Article VII application and is available at http://documents.dps. 
ny.gov/public/MatterManagement/CaseMaster.aspx?Mattercaseno=
10-T-0139. 

820-33:  As stated in the response to Comment 820-32, studies of 
sediment suspension and dispersion during the transmission line 
installation process in Lake Champlain, and in the Hudson, Harlem, 
and East rivers were completed by the Applicant and provided to 
NYSDEC for review during the Article VII process.  These analyses 
specifically evaluated the release of sediment to the water column 
during the transmission line installation process and concluded that 
construction activities would comply with the identified guideline of 
200 milligrams per liter (mg/L) of TSS.  On the basis of this 
evaluation, and in turn accepting its parameters and results, the 
NYSDPS and NYSPSC issued the Section 401 Water Quality 
Certificate and the Article VII Certificate respectively for the 
proposed CHPE Project.  The NYSPSC Certificate for the proposed 
CHPE Project limits the potential for the project to exceed TSS 
concentrations by requiring CHPE to conduct test trials to 
demonstrate its ability to achieve TSS standards before using the jet 
plow or shear plow. 

820-34: As cited in the two previous responses, the Mike3 model 
was selected and set up for analyzing sedimentation impacts in the 
Hudson River on behalf of the USACE and USEPA.  The results of 
the analyses, which are reported in EIS Section 5.3.3, have been 
accepted by NYSDEC and NYSDOS as part of the NYSPSC 
Certificate and the Section 401 Water Quality Certificate issued for 
the CHPE Project. 
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820-35: The particle size and density distribution of the sediments 
used in the model were based on actual core samples obtained along 
the transmission line route.  See Section 5 (Pages 20–21) of the 
Water Quality Modeling Report (CHPEI 2012oo) for these 
parameters. 

820-36: The transmission line installation would be carried out by a 
jet plow, not by dredging as stated in the comment.  The water 
quality impacts presented in the EIS were based on the use of the jet 
plow, which limits the release of sediment to the water column, 
relied on site-specific physical and chemical sediment quality data 
and were based on an agency-approved water quality model.  In 
addition, a Section 401 Water Quality Certificate has already been 
issued for the proposed CHPE Project.  
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820-37:  See response to Comment 820-25. 

820-38:  While page 3-111 of the Draft EIS stated that “some of the 
sediment samples included contaminants above remedial action 
levels”, it is not apparent from the comment where in the EIS it is 
acknowledged that cadmium levels in sediment would be above 
remedial action levels.  With respect to cadmium, the water quality 
modeling evaluated the potential release of cadmium into the water 
column during cable installation and found that cadmium 
concentrations would remain well below the NYS cadmium water 
quality standard. The analysis concluded that there would be no 
exceedances of New York State water quality standards for arsenic, 
cadmium, mercury, benz(a)anthracene, pyrene, 4,4-DDE, copper, 
lead, phenanthrene, naphthalene, fluorine, nickel, dioxin, 
acenaphthene, or PCBs established for protecting aquatic life from 
acute toxicity. 

820-39:  The EIS conclusions regarding the potential impact of 
Project-related turbidity on fish is based on analyses presented in the 
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment contained in Appendix R of the 
Final EIS.  This evaluation was prepared in consultation with NMFS.

820-40:  As noted in the Section 5.1.3 of the EIS and other similar 
sections, the impacts of suspended sediment deposition would not be 
significant because suspended sediment concentrations well below 
thresholds (based on accepted suspended sediment modeling) in 
average waterbody currents and tides of less than 3 miles (5 km) per 
hour would be redeposited immediately upstream or downstream of 
the site of sediment disturbance.  In Lake Champlain, the model 
results show higher deposition values in areas of the lake where the 
bathymetry has local depressions.  At no point does the depth exceed 
3 millimeters (mm). Sediment deposition in the southern part of Lake 
Champlain would be substantially lower than the rest of the lake 
because the sediment resuspension caused by shear plow installation 
would be lower than by water jetting installation.  Therefore, such an 
additional level of analysis is not warranted.  Impacts of 
sedimentation on the aquatic community are summarized in EIS 
Section S.8.4, and are provided in greater detail in EIS Sections 
5.1.3, 5.3.3, and 5.4.3. 

820-41:  See response to Comment 820-03. 
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820-42:  Based on comments received on the DEIS, additional 
analyses of the potential impact of magnetic fields and induced 
electric fields on aquatic species including Atlantic and shortnose 
sturgeon have been included in Section 5.3.5 of the Final EIS and in 
the BA included as Appendix Q. These analyses demonstrate that the 
potential effect of magnetic fields or induced electric fields on fish or 
their prey would not be significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-43:  See response to Comment 820-18. 
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820-44:  The comment is speculative and the analysis in Section 
5.2.3 of the EIS is considered sufficient.  Also see response to 
Comment 820-14. 

820-45: As cited in the Draft EIS, the HDD operations would use a 
non-hazardous bentonite clay mixture during the drilling operations, 
which would be conducted in accordance with the terms of the 
NYSPSC Certificate, the Section 401 Water Quality Certification, 
and the USACE Section 10/404 permit. 

820-46: See response to Comment 820-28. 

820-47: The comment uses the phrase “hazardous materials and 
petroleum products such as gasoline, diesel, oils, hydraulic fluids, 
and cleaners” out of context.  The Draft EIS only used this phrase to 
indicate that these materials would be used during normal 
transmission line installation activities, such as in the operation and 
maintenance of equipment and vehicles.  The Draft EIS did not 
suggest that these hazardous materials would be released into the 
cofferdam during HDD operations.  It is anticipated that only drilling 
mud and sediment from water-to-land HDD transitions would be 
released into the water column.  As per industry BMPs, and in 
accordance with NYSDEC and USACE guidance, a full cofferdam 
enclosure would be constructed around the drill exit point to contain 
any release of mud and sediment.  In addition, a floating silt curtain 
would be employed around the cofferdam to ensure that any releases 
of mud or sediment that escape the cofferdam would be contained to 
the work area.  These BMPs are appropriate for preventing drilling 
mud and sediment releases, and would avoid and minimize any 
potential impact during HDD operations. 



CHPE EIS Comment Response Document 

U.S. Department of Energy August 2014 
P-594 

 
820-48:  EIS Appendix G includes BMPs and mitigation measures 
that were incorporated into the EIS analysis and that formed part of 
the basis for the finding that no significant environmental impact 
would occur during construction or operation of the proposed CHPE 
Project.  Additional detailed construction and operational BMPs 
would be developed prior to construction by the Applicant when 
more site-specific information is available, and made available to 
regulatory agencies and the public for review and comment as part of 
the EM&CP.  Also see response to Comment 820-15. 
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820-49:  Such reasoning is sufficiently provided in the alternatives 
analysis from the Applicant’s CWA Section 404 Permit Application.  
The analysis is also provided in EIS Appendix B. 
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820-50:  See response to Comment 820-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

820-51:  See response to Comment 820-10. 
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820-52: Potential impacts to the five SCFWHs cited were addressed 
in EIS Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5.  As noted in these sections, the 
potential for impact to each SCFWH would be minor, and the 
transmission line installation has been approved by the New York 
State agencies with jurisdiction over SCFWH areas.  The NYSDOS 
and the NYSDEC have approved the CHPE Project installation in the 
SCFWHs through the issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate for the 
proposed CHPE Project, the Coastal Consistency Determination, and 
the issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-53: As described in EIS Section 5.2.4, the crossing of Catskill 
Creek and its associated SCFWH by the transmission line would be 
accomplished by HDD and no impact to the SCFWH would occur. 
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820-54: As noted in the comment and in EIS Section 5.3.4, the 
potential for impacts to the Esopus Creek SCFWH would be minor, 
and the proposed CHPE Project has been approved by the New York 
State agencies with jurisdiction over SCFWHs.  The NYSDOS and 
the NYSDEC have approved the proposed CHPE Project installation 
in the SCFWH areas through the issuance of the NYSPSC 
Certificate, the Coastal Consistency Determination, and the issuance 
of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-55: See response to comment 820-54, which also applies to the 
Kingston-Poughkeepsie Deepwater SCFWH. 
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820-56: As documented in its BA and in EIS Section 5.3.5, in 
consultation with NMFS, DOE has concluded that the proposed 
CHPE Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the 
shortnose sturgeon or the Atlantic sturgeon.  DOE has also concluded 
that an overland route avoiding this area of the river is not a 
reasonable alternative (See EIS Section 2.5.2). 
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820-57: As noted in the comment, the potential for impact to this 
SCFWH would be minor, and the transmission line installation has 
been approved by the New York State agencies with jurisdiction over 
SCFWHs.  The NYSDOS and the NYSDEC have approved the 
proposed CHPE Project installation in the SCFWHs through the 
issuance of the NYSPSC Certificate, the Coastal Consistency 
Determination, and the issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification.   
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820-58: The Applicant has consulted with the NYSDOS, NYSDEC, 
and NMFS, and has agreed to conduct aquatic activities only during 
certain time periods to prevent impacts to fish spawning, planktonic 
eggs and larvae, juvenile fish, and fish migration.  The evaluation 
presented in EIS Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5 considered the 
implementation of these construction windows (identified in Table 2-
2 in the EIS) and other BMPs in reaching the conclusion that 
installation of the proposed CHPE project would not result in 
significant impacts on the environment. 

820-59: See response to Comment 820-58. 
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820-60:  See response to Comment 820-39. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-61:  See response to Comment 820-39. 
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820-62:  See response to Comment 205-03. 
 
 
 
 
820-63:  Impacts on fisheries in the Hudson River are addressed in 
the EIS using best available information.  The EFH Assessment, 
included as Appendix R to the Final EIS, provides an analysis of 
impacts on Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management 
Act (MSA)-protected fisheries.   
 
 
 
 
820-64:  See response to Comment 204-16.  Maps of the SCFWHs in 
relation to the transmission line route have been added to the BA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
820-65:  See response to Comment 204-15. 
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820-66:  The Tappan Zee Bridge Project Endangered and Threatened 
Species Mitigation Plan has not yet provided data that are useful to 
the proposed CHPE Project analysis in the Final EIS.  Also see 
response to Comment 820-15. 
 

 

 

 
820-67: DOE, in consultation with NMFS, has determined that the 
available data on the presence of Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon, 
and their use of the area is sufficient to reach a conclusion that the 
proposed CHPE Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect, the shortnose sturgeon or the Atlantic sturgeon.  See response 
to Comment 820-66 regarding the mitigation plan. 
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820-68:  Comment noted.  The EIS cumulative effects analysis is 
considered to cover the updated information sufficiently for the 
proposed West Point Transmission Project.  Also see response to 
Comment 820-11. 
 
 
820-69:  See response to Comment 820-11. 
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820-70: As presented in EIS Section 2.5 and in the LEDPA analysis 
included as Appendix B in the EIS, the Applicant considered a 
number of factors, including cost, in developing their proposed 
project.  DOE reviewed and independently analyzed the LEDPA 
analysis and other documents to arrive at its determination that 
certain overland and overhead options are not reasonable alternatives 
to the Applicant’s proposed project.  Project development costs were 
just one factor among many considered. 
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820-71:  Until such designations are made by the appropriate 
agencies, the EIS analysis cannot assume such considerations.  Also 
see responses to Comments 820-07 and 820-10. 
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